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Abstract
We present an N = 1 supersymmetric generalization of the Maximal Abelian Gauge (MAG) in its
superfield and component-field formulations, and discuss its Faddeev-Popov quantization, the associ-
ated BRST symmetry and the corresponding Slavnov-Taylor identity in superspace approach.
1 Introduction
In ordinary (non-supersymmetric) Yang-Mills theories, the Maximal Abelian Gauge (MAG) is a non-
linear gauge that enjoys some interesting properties, such as renormalizability [1, 2, 3]. It naturally splits
the diagonal and off-diagonal components of the gauge field, Aµ(x), being then suitable for the study
of the so-called Abelian dominance conjecture, according to which the infrared limit of the Yang-Mills
theories might be governed only by diagonal degrees of freedom [4]. In Euclidean space, the MAG can
be defined in the lattice, providing several numerical results about the behavior of the gluon propagator
in the infrared regime [5, 6, 7], and it also allows the study of the Gribov ambiguity problem [8, 9, 10],
a feature which, according to our knowledge, is also well established only in the Landau gauge1, thanks
to the Hermiticity of Faddeev-Popov operator2.
In N = 1, D = 4 super-Yang-Mills (SYM) theory, the Gribov problem also takes place and it has
recently received some attention in the supersymmetric version of Landau gauge [19] (in a superfield
formalism) and in Landau-Wess-Zumino gauge [20] (in a component formalism). We recognize that such
applications should be reproduced in a supersymmetric version of the MAG. Then, in this work, we would
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1An example of how to deal with the Gribov ambiguity problem in the linear covariant gauges is given by [11]. However,
it seems to be possible only for small values of the gauge parameter α, i.e. very close to the Landau gauge, which corresponds
to α = 0.
2The Gribov ambiguity problem was originally proposed in the Landau gauge in [12]; extended by Zwanziger in [13, 14],
giving rise to the so-called Gribov-Zwanziger (GZ) model; and refined by Dudal et al in [15], giving rise to the refined
Gribov-Zwanziger (RGZ) model. The GZ and RGZ scenarios correspond to a very complex and extensive chapter, which
is not already concluded, in the understanding of the behavior of the Yang-Mills theories in the infrared. We strongly
recommend for a complete review the references [16, 17, 18].
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like to present, as a first step, the supersymmetric version of the MAG in the superfield formalism and
discuss the Faddeev-Popov quantization as well as the BRST symmetry and the Slavnov-Taylor Ward
identity. Also we are able to recover the ordinary MAG in the component formalism by imposing the
Wess-Zumino gauge conditions.
The paper is then organized as follows: in Section2, we briefly review the ordinary MAG and present its
supersymmetric generalization. In Section 3, we discuss the Faddeev-Popov quantization and the BRST
symmetry. We also present here the Slavnov-Taylor identity, which is fundamental for renormalization
purposes [21]. Finally, in Section 4, we display our conclusions and perspectives for future works.
2 The ordinary and the supersymmetric versions of the MAG
2.1 The diagonal and off-diagonal generators of the SU(n) group
Let us start by expanding the gauge field Aµ(x) in a base of generators of the SU(n) group:
Aµ(x) = A
A
µ (x)T
A = Aaµ(x)T
a +Aiµ(x)T
i . (1)
The set of the (n2 − 1) generators TA can be divided into two subsets: one subset is composed by the
n(n − 1) off-diagonal generators, represented here by T a, and the other one is composed by the (n − 1)
diagonal generators, represented here by T i. Then, we shall adopt the following notation: the indices
{A,B,C,D . . . } run from 1 to (n2 − 1); the off-diagonal indices {a, b, c, d, e, . . . } run from 1 to n(n− 1);
and the diagonal indices {i, j, k, l, . . . } run from 1 to (n− 1).
Now, taking into account the diagonal and off-diagonal sectors of the group and following the nota-
tion described above, the Lie algebra of the generators is given by3:
[
T a, T b
]
= ifabcT c + ifabiT i ,
[
T a, T i
]
= −ifabiT b ,
[
T i, T j
]
= 0 , (2)
where fabc and fabi are the structure constants of the group, being completely antisymmetric under
successive permutations of the indices and obeying the following useful identities4:
0 = fabif bcj + fabjf bic ,
0 = fabcf cdi + fadcf cib + faicf cbd ,
0 = fabcf cde + fabif ide + fadcf ced + fadif ieb + faecf cbd + faeif ibd . (3)
Also, the commutation relation between the diagonal generators, the third equation of (2), shows that
there is an Abelian, U(1)n−1, subgroup of SU(n). Actually, this subgroup is known as the Cartan sub-
group [22].
The field-strengths, Fµν(x), of the gauge field can also be decomposed in terms of the diagonal and
off-diagonal components:
Fµν(x) = F
a
µν(x)T
a + F iµν(x)T
i , (4)
3These relations can be obtained directly from
[
TA, TB
]
= ifABCTC .
4These identities can be obtained directly from the Jacobi identity: fABCfCDE + fADCfCEB + fAECfCBD = 0.
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where5
F aµν = D
ab
µ A
b
ν −D
ab
ν A
b
µ + f
abcAaµA
b
ν ,
F iµν = ∂µA
i
ν − ∂νA
i
µ + f
abiAaµA
b
ν ,
Dabµ = δ
ab∂µ − f
abiAiµ , (5)
with Dabµ being the covariant derivative with respect to the diagonal components.
Thus, the ordinary Yang-Mills action can be written as:
SYM = −
1
2g2
tr
∫
d4xFµνF
µν = −
1
4g2
∫
d4x (F aµνF
aµν + F iµνF
iµν) , (6)
where g is the coupling constant. Furthermore, use has been made of the trace relations
tr(T aT b) =
1
2
δab , tr(T iT j) =
1
2
δij , tr(T aT i) = 0 . (7)
It is straightforward to show that the action (6) is left invariant under the infinitesimal gauge transfor-
mation
δAiµ = −
(
∂µω
i + fabiAaµω
b
)
,
δAaµ = −
(
Dabµ ω
b + fabcAbµω
c + fabiAbµω
i
)
, (8)
where ω(x) = ωi(x)T i + ωa(x)T a is the local gauge parameter, which is taken to be infinitesimal.
2.2 Defining the ordinary MAG
Once we have displayed the decomposition of the gauge group in its diagonal and off-diagonal components,
we can now open the possibility of choose a gauge-fixing condition in such a way that the diagonal and
off-diagonal components can be fixed separately, i.e. one can define a gauge-fixing condition for the
diagonal sector followed by a different gauge-fixing condition for the off-diagonal sector. This is the case
of the MAG, which is defined as
Dabµ A
bµ = 0 , (9)
∂µA
iµ = 0 . (10)
The off-diagonal gauge condition, eq. (9), is obtained by taking the minimum (or, being more rigorous,
the extremum condition), under the variations (8), of the auxiliary functional
H[A] =
1
2
∫
d4xAaµA
aµ . (11)
The existence of such auxiliary functional permits the definition of the MAG on the lattice (such as the
Landau gauge). The diagonal gauge condition, eq. (10), cannot be obtained from the minimum condition
of any known auxiliary functional. However, a gauge-fixing condition for the diagonal sector of the theory
is necessary due to the residual U(1)n−1 symmetry of the Abelian Cartan subgroup. Then, eq. (10) is
5The relations (5) can also be obtained from FAµν = ∂µA
A
ν − ∂νA
A
µ + f
ABCABµA
C
ν .
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the easiest gauge condition that can be chosen for the diagonal sector6.
Now, following the Faddeev-Popov gauge-fixing procedure, we can write the generating functional of
the Yang-Mills theory gauge-fixed in the MAG as
ZMAG[J,K, η, η⋆] ∝
∫
DADbDcDc⋆ exp
[
iSMAG[A, b, c, c⋆] + i
∫
d4x (AaµJ
aµ + baKa + ηa⋆c
a + ca⋆η
a)
]
,
SMAG[A, b, c, c⋆] = SYM +
∫
d4x
[
baDabµ A
bµ + bi ∂µA
iµ + ca⋆D
ab
µ D
bcµcc + fabi ca⋆
(
Dbcµ A
cµ
)
ci
−fabif cdi ca⋆c
dAbµA
cµ + ca⋆ D
ab
µ (f
bcdAcµcd) + ci⋆ ∂
µ(∂µc
i + fabiAaµc
b)
]
. (12)
There are some points to be properly clarified in (12). First, we call attention to the pair of fields ba
and bi, known as the Nakanishi-Lautrup auxiliary fields. Here, these fields have the function of Lagrange
multipliers, enforcing the MAG conditions (9) and (10), as one can easily check from their equations of
motion,
δSMAG
δba
= Dabµ A
bµ ,
δSMAG
δbi
= ∂µA
iµ . (13)
Second, the two pairs of complex Grassmannian fields {ca, ca⋆} and {c
i, ci⋆} are, respectively, the off-
diagonal and diagonal Faddeev-Popov ghost fields (with the subscript “⋆” designating the anti-ghost field).
Notice that due to the non-linearity of the MAG there are more interaction vertices than in the Landau
or linear covariant gauges. In fact, there are vertices involving two gluons and two ghosts. These vertices
give rise to additional four ghost interactions that might be taken into account in the renormalization
procedure. However, we shall not consider such additional terms in the present discussion (for a detailed
analysis on this subject we refer [3]). Third, the classical fields {Jaµ ,K
a, ηa, ηa⋆} are interpreted here
as external sources. They are important in order to obtain the Green functions from the generating
functional then they can, from now on, be taken to zero. Finally, it is straightforward to check that the
action SMAG is left invariant by the following set of nilpotent BRST transformations:
sAaµ = −(D
ab
µ c
b + fabcAbµc
c + fabiAbµc
i) , sAiµ = −(∂µc
i + fabiAaµc
b) ,
sca = fabicbci +
1
2
fabccbcc , sci =
1
2
fabicacb ,
sca⋆ = b
a , sci⋆ = b
i ,
sba = 0 , sbi = 0 .
(14)
2.3 The N = 1 supersymmetric generalization of the MAG
Our task now is to generalize the MAG, defined by eqs (9) and (10), in the case of the N = 1 super-
Yang-Mills in the formalim of superfields. In order to achieve this aim, our starting point will be the
6There is in the literature a different choice of the diagonal gauge fixing condition. This gives rise to the so-called modified
maximal Abelian gauge (MMAG) [23].
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superfield, Φ(x, θ, θ¯), which can be written, taking the notations of [24, 25, 26], as7
Φ(x, θ, θ¯) = ΦA(x, θ, θ¯)TA
ΦA(x, θ, θ¯) = CA(x) + θαχAα (x)− θ¯
α˙χ¯Aα˙ (x) +
1
2
θ2MA(x) +
1
2
θ¯2M¯A(x)
+2 θα(σµ)αα˙θ¯
α˙AAµ (x) +
1
2
θ¯2θαλAα (x)−
1
2
θ2θ¯α˙λ¯Aα˙ (x) +
1
4
θ2θ¯2DA(x) . (15)
Here, {C,χα, χ¯α˙,M, M¯ ,Aµ, λα, λ¯α˙,D} are the components of the superfield taking values in the adjoint
representation of the SU(n) group. Thus, the strategy that we will adopt can be summarized in three
steps as
• Impose gauge conditions on the diagonal and off-diagonal components of the superfield {Φi,Φa};
• Impose the Wess-Zumino gauge, i.e. take {C,χα, χ¯α˙,M, M¯} = 0;
• Verify if the vectorial degrees of freedom of the supermultiplet obey the MAG conditions (9) and
(10).
Notice that the second step indicates that the original MAG can be recovered only together with the
Wess-Zumino gauge. However, this step is not necessary, for example, in the Landau gauge, as one can
verify in [26]. This necessity could be an effect of the nonlinearity of the MAG.
Before applying the three steps listed above, let us take a look at the following quantity:
D¯2D2ΦA = ei(θσ
µ θ¯)∂µ
[
4
(
D
A − ∂2CA + 4i ∂νA
Aν
)
+ 8iθα(σν)αα˙ ∂ν
(
λ¯Aα˙ − i(σρ) α˙β ∂ρχ
Aβ
)
− 8θ2∂2MA
]
,
(16)
where the covariant derivatives Dα and D¯α˙ are, following [24], given by
Dα =
∂
∂θα
+ i(σµ)αα˙ θ¯
α˙∂µ , D¯α˙ = −
∂
∂θ¯α˙
− iθα(σµ)αα˙ ∂µ . (17)
This quantity is clearly a chiral superfield, i.e. D¯α˙(D¯
2D2ΦA) = 0, and it contains, as one of its com-
ponents, the 4-divergence of the vectorial component of Φ(x, θ, θ¯). Then, the supersymmetric exten-
sion of the Landau gauge, for example, can be achieved by demanding that this quantity vanishes, i.e.
D¯2D2ΦA = 0, see [26] 8. As stated in the previous section, the gauge-fixing condition of the diagonal
component of the gauge field, eq. (10), is entirely analogous to the Landau gauge. Thus, for the diagonal
component of the superfield Φ(x, θ, θ¯), we can choose, as a supersymmetric generalization of (10), the
following gauge condition:
D¯2D2Φi = 0 . (18)
Now, we have to define a gauge-fixing condition on the off-diagonal components of the superfield in such
a way to recover the nonlinear MAG condition (9). In fact, eq. (9) can be explicitly written as
∂µA
aµ = fabiAiµA
bµ . (19)
7In eq.(15) we have: θα (α = 1, 2) and θ¯α˙ (α˙ = 1˙, 2˙) being the fermionic coordinates of the superspace; θ
2 = θαθα =
εαβθβθα and θ¯
2 = θ¯α˙θ¯
α˙ = εα˙β˙ θ¯
β˙ θ¯α˙, with ε12 = −ε21 = −ε
1˙2˙
= ε
2˙1˙
= 1 and ε11 = ε22 = ε
1˙1˙
= ε
2˙2˙
= 0; and also
[(σ0)αα˙] =
(
1 0
0 1
)
, [(σ1)αα˙] =
(
0 1
1 0
)
, [(σ2)αα˙] =
(
0 −i
i 0
)
, [(σ3)αα˙] =
(
1 0
0 −1
)
.
8The notation in [26] is slightly different of the one presented here. Then, in order to verify that the result obtained in
[26] is in accordance with that of (16), it is necessary to perform the replacement (i→ −i) in eq. (16).
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One can immediately observe that the r.h.s. of the equation above is nonlinear. Thus, our task is to find
a gauge condition for Φa(x, θ, θ¯), the off-diagonal component of the superfield, which contains fabiAiµA
bµ.
The l.h.s. of (19) is already contained in D¯2D2Φa, as one can see in (16). Then, the gauge condition we
are looking for might be of the type
D¯2D2Φa +Ψa(x, θ, θ¯) = 0 , (20)
where fabiAiµA
bµ ∈ Ψa(x, θ, θ¯). To be more precise, we would like that
Ψa(x, θ, θ¯) = ei(θσ
µ θ¯)∂µ
(
−16ifabiAiνA
bν + ua(x) + θαvaα(x) + θ
2wa(x)
)
, (21)
where ua(x), vaα(x) and w
a(x) are, at this point, general functions that will be determined later when we
precisely define an expression for Ψa(x, θ, θ¯). Therefore, taking into account (21), a possible candidate
to represent the desired Ψa(x, θ, θ¯) is
Ψa(x, θ, θ¯) = −
i
2
D¯2D2
(
fabiΦiΦb
)
. (22)
Then,
ua(x) = −2ifabi
[
CiDb +DiCb − χiαλbα − λ
iαχbα + χ¯
iα˙λ¯bα˙ + λ¯
iα˙χ¯bα˙ +M
iM¯ b + M¯ iM b − ∂2
(
CiCb
)
+i∂µ
(
4CiAbµ + 4AiµCb + χiσµχ¯b + χbσµχ¯i
) ]
, (23)
vaα(x) = 4if
abi
[
∂2
(
Ciχbα + χ
i
αC
b
)
− i(σµ)αα˙ ∂µ
(
Ciλ¯bα˙ + λ¯iα˙Cb + 2χ¯iα˙M b + 2M iχ¯bα
+2(σν) α˙β χ
iβAbν + 2(σ
ν) α˙β A
i
νχ
bβ
)]
, (24)
wa(x) = 2ifabi∂2
(
CiM b +M iCb + χiαχ
bα
)
. (25)
Collecting the results obtained from eqs. (18), (20) and (22), we are in a position to define the supersym-
metric extension of the MAG as
D¯2D2
(
Φa −
i
2
fabiΦiΦb
)
= 0 , (26)
D¯2D2Φi = 0 . (27)
Notice that the gauge conditions (26) and (27) are taken independently of the Wess-Zumino gauge. Once
we have established the gauge conditions on the components of the superfield, the second step is to take
the Wess-Zumino gauge in order to confirm that the original MAG can be re-obtained. In our case, it is
sufficient to verify the off-diagonal gauge condition (26):
D¯2D2
(
Φa −
i
2
fabiΦiΦb
)∣∣∣∣
WZ
= ei(θσ
µ θ¯)∂µ
[
4Da + 16i (∂νA
aν − fabiAiνA
bν) + 8iθα(σν)αα˙ ∂ν λ¯
aα˙
]
. (28)
In other words, we can safely say that the MAG is a limit case of the gauge defined by the conditions
(26) and (27) when the Wess-Zumino gauge is taken.
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3 The Faddeev-Popov quantization, BRST symmetry and the Slavnov-
Taylor Identity
Let us start this section by briefly presenting the well-known (pure) SYM action and its gauge invariance.
Taking the superfield Φ(x, θ, θ¯), previously defined in eq. (15), one can construct the supersymmetric
generalization of the field strength Fµν as
Wα =W
A
α T
A = D¯2(e−ΦDαe
Φ) . (29)
Then, the SYM action will be given by
SSYM = −
1
64g2
tr
∫
d4xd2θWαWα = −
1
128g2
∫
d4xd2θWAαWAα . (30)
This action is left invariant under the following infinitesimal gauge transformation (for details see [26]):
Φ → Φ′ = Φ+ δΦ ,
δΦ =
i
2
LΦ(Λ + Λ¯) +
i
2
[
LΦ coth
(
1
2
LΦ
)]
(Λ− Λ¯)
= i(Λ− Λ¯) +
1
2
[Φ,Λ+ Λ¯] +
i
12
[Φ, [Φ,Λ− Λ¯]] +O(Φ3) , (31)
where LΦ• = [Φ, •] and Λ = Λ
ATA is an infinitesimal chiral superfield, while Λ¯ = Λ¯ATA is an anti-chiral
one. As one can notice, the gauge invariance of (30) lead us to perform a gauge-fixing procedure in order
correct quantize the theory. Thus, we follow [26] in order to establish the Faddeev-Popov quantization
approach assuming the supersymmetric MAG, defined by eq’s (26) and (27), as the gauge-fixing. We first
notice that the conditions (26) and (27) might be introduced in the theory with the help of Lagrange
multipliers, in the same way we have introduced the Nakanishi-Lautrup auxiliary fields {ba, bi} in the
case of the ordinary MAG. Then, let us consider the gauge-fixing term
Sgf =
1
8
∫
d4xd2θ
[
BaD¯2D2
(
Φa −
i
2
fabiΦiΦb
)
+BiD¯2D2Φi
]
+ c.c.
=
1
8
∫
dV
[
BaD2
(
Φa −
i
2
fabiΦiΦb
)
+BiD2Φi + B¯aD¯2
(
Φa +
i
2
fabiΦiΦb
)
+ B¯iD¯2Φi
]
, (32)
where dV = d4xd2θd2θ¯ is the superspace element volume, and, playing the role of Lagrange multipliers,
the pairs {Ba, Bi} and {B¯a, B¯i} of chiral and anti-chiral superfields, respectively. Now, we need to find
a BRST invariant way to add the gauge-fixing term (32) term to the SYM action. In other words, we
have to introduce the Faddeev-Popov ghost fields. As the gauge transformation involves the chiral and
anti-chiral parameters {Λ, Λ¯}, and taking into account that the gauge-fixing separates the diagonal and
off-diagonal components of the symmetry group we have to deal with several “types” of ghost fields:
• The off-diagonal chiral ghosts: {ca, ca⋆};
• The off-diagonal anti-chiral ghosts: {c¯a, c¯a⋆};
• The diagonal chiral ghosts: {ci, ci⋆};
• The diagonal anti-chiral ghosts: {c¯a, c¯a⋆}.
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With this field content at our disposal, we display below a full set of nilpotent (s2 = 0) BRST transfor-
mations under which we demand that the complete gauge-fixed action be invariant:
• Transformations of the components of the superfield Φ(x, θ, θ¯):
sΦa = i(ca − c¯a)−
1
2
fabcΦb(cc + c¯c)−
1
2
fabiΦb(ci + c¯i) +
1
2
fabcΦi(cb + c¯b) +O(Φ2) ,
sΦi = i(ci − c¯i)−
1
2
fabiΦa(cb + c¯b) +O(Φ2) ; (33)
• Transformations of the components of chiral superfields {c, c⋆, B}:
sca = fabicbci +
1
2
fabccbcc , sci =
1
2
fabicacb ,
sca⋆ = B
a , sci⋆ = B
i ,
sBa = 0 , sBi = 0 ;
(34)
• Transformations of the components of the anti-chiral superfields {c¯, c¯⋆, B¯}:
sc¯a = fabic¯bc¯i +
1
2
fabcc¯bc¯c , sc¯i =
1
2
fabic¯ac¯b ,
sc¯a⋆ = B¯
a , sc¯i⋆ = B¯
i ,
sB¯a = 0 , sB¯i = 0 .
(35)
Thus, we can define the BRST invariant SYM action gauge-fixed in the supersymmetric MAG:
S := SSYM +
1
8
s
∫
dV
[
ca⋆D
2
(
Φa −
i
2
fabiΦiΦb
)
+ ci⋆D
2Φi + c¯a⋆D¯
2
(
Φa +
i
2
fabiΦiΦb
)
+ c¯i⋆D¯
2Φi
]
= SSYM +
1
8
∫
dV
[
BaD2
(
Φa −
i
2
fabiΦiΦb
)
+BiD2Φi + B¯aD¯2
(
Φa +
i
2
fabiΦiΦb
)
+ B¯iD¯2Φi
]
−
1
8
∫
dV
[
ca⋆D
2s
(
Φa −
i
2
fabiΦiΦb
)
+ ci⋆D
2sΦi + c¯a⋆D¯
2s
(
Φa +
i
2
fabiΦiΦb
)
+ c¯i⋆D¯
2sΦi
]
. (36)
The BRST symmetry of the theory can be expressed as a Ward identity. However, as one can notice in
eq’s (33), (34) and (35), there are several nonlinear BRST transformations. These nonlinear transfor-
mations must be introduced in the theory as composite operators [21, 26]. It is important in order to
establish the renormalization of the symmetry itself. Therefore, it is necessary to take into account these
nonlinearities by coupling them with external sources and adding to the action S the term
Sext =
∫
dV
(
−ΩasΦa − ΩisΦi
)
+
∫
d4xd2θ
(
Lasca + Lisci
)
+
∫
d4xd2θ¯
(
L¯asc¯a + L¯isc¯i
)
. (37)
The sources {Ω, L, L¯} are taken as classical superfields, with Ωa,i being anti-commuting, or Grassmannian,
variables and {La,i, L¯a,i} being commuting ones. The BRST invariance of Sext is obtained by demanding
that
s{Ω, L, L¯} = 0 . (38)
Then, we can finally define our complete BRST invariant action as
Σ := S + Sext , (39)
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with S and Sext given, respectively, by (36) and (37). Now, we are able to write the Slavnov-Taylor
identity, which represents the BRST symmetry as a Ward identity. Namely,
S(Σ) :=
∫
dV
(
δΣ
δΩa
δΣ
δΦa
+
δΣ
δΩi
δΣ
δΦi
)
+
∫
d4xd2θ
(
δΣ
δLa
δΣ
δca
+
δΣ
δLi
δΣ
δci
+Ba
δΣ
δca⋆
+Bi
δΣ
δci⋆
)
+
∫
d4xd2θ¯
(
δΣ
δL¯a
δΣ
δc¯a
+
δΣ
δL¯i
δΣ
δc¯i
+ B¯a
δΣ
δc¯a⋆
+ B¯i
δΣ
δc¯i⋆
)
= 0 . (40)
It is worth mentioning that there are also important Ward identities that are useful to prove renormal-
ization such as the diagonal gauge-fixing equations and the diagonal anti-ghost equations:
δΣ
δBi
= D¯2D2Φi ,
δΣ
δB¯i
= D2D¯2Φi , (41)
δΣ
δci⋆
+
1
8
D¯2D2
δΣ
δΩi
= 0 ,
δΣ
δc¯i⋆
+
1
8
D2D¯2
δΣ
δΩi
= 0 . (42)
4 Conclusions and further perspectives
In this work we have presented a supersymmetric generalization of the MAG. In other words, the ordinary
gauge conditions (9) and (10), which define the MAG, are generalized to the gauge conditions (26) and
(27) imposed directly on the off-diagonal and diagonal components of the superfield, respectively, and
the original MAG is then reobtained from its supersymmetric version when the Wess-Zumino gauge is
taken. We also presented the Faddeev-Popov quantization approach, obtaining a BRST invariant action
(39). This property of invariance over the BRST transformations allowed us to write the Slavnov-Taylor
Ward identity, eq. (40), which is fundamental in the study of the renormalizability of the action (39).
These results open the possibility of future works, which we list below:
• The proof of the renormalization of the action (39) will certainly be one of our main concerns.
However, it is important to say that it is not a trivial task due to the fact that there are also extra
quartic ghost interaction terms that need to be considered. These terms are well-known in the
ordinary MAG [3], being a direct consequence of the non-linearity of this gauge.
• Once we have established the supersymmetric MAG, we can immediately study the supersymmetric
generalization of other gauges as the modified MAG (MMAG) and the interpolating gauge between
the Landau gauge and the MAG [23].
• The Euclidean formulation and the study of the Gribov ambiguity are also one of the subjects to
be investigated in the future and a possible generalization of the Gribov-Zwanziger (GZ) model,
and its refined version, the RGZ model, could be obtained, as already done in the Landau gauge
[19, 20]. It is worth mentioning, that the GZ and the RGZ models were extensively studied in the
ordinary MAG [9, 10]. Also, as pointed out in [27, 28], there are instanton configurations lying on
the Gribov horizon in the case of SU(2) ordinary MAG. It might be interesting to investigate if
this survives with fermions, in view of the fermionic zero mode of the instanton, due to the index
theorem [29].
• Another investigation which we intend to pursue is the extension of the present study of the MAG to
go beyond simple supersymmetry. The consideration of the N = 2 and N = 4 extended super-Yang-
Mills models would be interesting in view of the ultraviolet finiteness of the N = 4 case in general
and the specific N = 2 models which can also be built up to be finite. For example, a specially
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interesting issue in the case ofN = 4, the global SU(4) automorphism of the supersymmetry algebra,
which is an important ingredient to understand its ultraviolet finiteness, should be explicitly broken
if MAG is chosen with the N = 4 model described in terms of N = 1 superfields. So, reassessing
N = 4 finiteness in the framework of the supersymmetric MAG is an issue of interest and we shall
be working to report on that in a future paper.
Acknowledgments
The Conselho Nacional de Desenvolvimento Cient´ıfico e Tecnolo´gico (CNPq-Brazil), the Faperj, Fundac¸a˜o
de Amparo a` Pesquisa do Estado do Rio de Janeiro, the Coordenac¸a˜o de Aperfeic¸oamento de Pessoal de
Nı´vel Superior (CAPES) are gratefully acknowledged. We also would like to thank Markus Q. Huber for
nice discussions at CBPF in an early stage of this work.
References
[1] G. ’t Hooft, Nucl. Phys. B 190, 455 (1981).
[2] H. Min, T. Lee and P. Y. Pac, Phys. Rev. D 32, 440 (1985).
[3] A. R. Fazio, V. E. R. Lemes, M. S. Sarandy and S. P. Sorella, Phys. Rev. D 64, 085003 (2001)
[hep-th/0105060].
[4] Z. F. Ezawa and A. Iwazaki, Phys. Rev. D 25, 2681 (1982).
[5] T. Mendes, A. Cucchieri and A. Mihara, AIP Conf. Proc. 892, 203 (2007) [hep-lat/0611002].
[6] V. G. Bornyakov, M. N. Chernodub, F. V. Gubarev, S. M. Morozov and M. I. Polikarpov, Phys.
Lett. B 559, 214 (2003) [hep-lat/0302002].
[7] A. Mihara, A. Cucchieri and T. Mendes, Int. J. Mod. Phys. E 16, 2935 (2007).
[8] M. A. L. Capri, V. E. R. Lemes, R. F. Sobreiro, S. P. Sorella and R. Thibes, Phys. Rev. D 72,
085021 (2005) [hep-th/0507052].
[9] M. A. L. Capri, A. J. Gomez, M. S. Guimaraes, V. E. R. Lemes and S. P. Sorella, J. Phys. A 43,
245402 (2010) [arXiv:1002.1659 [hep-th]].
[10] M. A. L. Capri, V. E. R. Lemes, R. F. Sobreiro, S. P. Sorella and R. Thibes, Phys. Rev. D 77,
105023 (2008) [arXiv:0801.0566 [hep-th]].
[11] R. F. Sobreiro and S. P. Sorella, JHEP 0506, 054 (2005) [hep-th/0506165].
[12] V. N. Gribov, Nucl. Phys. B 139, 1 (1978).
[13] D. Zwanziger, Nucl. Phys. B 323, 513 (1989).
[14] D. Zwanziger, Nucl. Phys. B 399, 477 (1993).
[15] D. Dudal, J. A. Gracey, S. P. Sorella, N. Vandersickel and H. Verschelde, Phys. Rev. D 78, 065047
(2008) [arXiv:0806.4348 [hep-th]].
[16] R. F. Sobreiro and S. P. Sorella, hep-th/0504095.
10
[17] N. Vandersickel and D. Zwanziger, Phys. Rept. 520, 175 (2012) [arXiv:1202.1491 [hep-th]].
[18] N. Vandersickel, arXiv:1104.1315 [hep-th].
[19] M. M. Amaral, Y. E. Chifarelli and V. E. R. Lemes, J. Phys. A 47, no. 7, 075401 (2014)
[arXiv:1310.8250 [hep-th]].
[20] M. A. L. Capri, D. R. Granado, M. S. Guimaraes, I. F. Justo, L. F. Palhares, S. P. Sorella and
D. Vercauteren, Eur. Phys. J. C 74, 2961 (2014) [arXiv:1404.2573 [hep-th]].
[21] O. Piguet and S. P. Sorella, Lect. Notes Phys. M 28, 1 (1995).
[22] H. Georgi, “Lie algebras in particle physics”
[23] D. Dudal, J. A. Gracey, V. E. R. Lemes, R. F. Sobreiro, S. P. Sorella, R. Thibes and H. Verschelde,
JHEP 0507, 059 (2005) [hep-th/0505037].
[24] F. Quevedo, S. Krippendorf and O. Schlotterer, arXiv:1011.1491 [hep-th].
[25] L. H. Ryder, Cambridge, Uk: Univ. Pr. (1985) 443p
[26] O. Piguet, hep-th/9611003.
[27] F. Bruckmann, T. Heinzl, T. Vekua and A. Wipf, Nucl. Phys. B 593, 545 (2001) [hep-th/0007119].
[28] F. Bruckmann. Private communication (2015).
[29] S. Vandoren and P. van Nieuwenhuizen, arXiv:0802.1862 [hep-th].
11
